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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

2. Claims 1-4, 8-14, 18-21, and 25 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Lazarus et al (United States Patent Application Publication US2005/0030944 Al), hereinafter 
Lazarus. 

Regarding Claim 1, Lazarus teaches a method which includes a step of determining a 
property of data item to be transferred in a communication network. Specifically, the time to live 
(TTL) value of an IP header is examined (paragraph 0032). Further, the method taught in 
Lazarus includes a step of determining a property of the communication network. Specifically, 
Lazarus teaches a step of suppressing "don't care" values if "sufficient information" is known 
about the network between the cable modem termination system (CMTS) and the multimedia 
adapter (MTA) (paragraph 0031). Further, Lazarus teaches a method where the payload header 
suppression (PHS) module is dynamically modified in relation to an analysis of the property of 
the communication network and the property of the data item. With regards to communication 
network, Lazarus teaches that the PHS rules can be modified if "sufficient information" is known 
about the network. With regards to the property of the data item, Lazarus teaches that a new 
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speculative rule can be created in there is a "good probability that each arriving packet at the 
MTA will have the same TTL value" (paragraph 0032). Due to continuing classification of 
packets (paragraph 0016), which results in the creation of multiple speculative rules (paragraph 
0017), Lazarus teaches a dynamic method for modifying PHS rules in relation to an analysis of 
the property of the communication network and the property of the data item. 

Regarding Claim 2, Lazarus teaches a method where the PHS rules are dynamically set. 
Specifically, Lazarus teaches that "based on performance, new speculative PHS rules are added" 
(paragraph 0045). 

Regarding Claim 3, Lazarus teaches a method where the PHS rules are dynamically 
modified if the property of the data item is greater than a threshold value. Specifically, Lazarus 
teaches comparison of voice payload length to the threshold allowed by the codec currently in 
use. Accordingly, the codec may change based on the actual packet size received, with the result 
being a changing or addition of a new speculative rule (paragraph 0036). 

Regarding Claim 4, Lazarus teaches a method of comparing the property of the data 
item (voice payload length) to the threshold value allowed by the codec (paragraph 0036). 

Regarding Claim 8, Lazarus teaches dynamically modifying a characteristic of the data 
item in relation to an analysis of a header and a content of said data item. Specifically, Lazarus 
teaches a CMTS using PHS rules to suppress redundant header fields in a packet, thus modifying 
a characteristic of the data item (paragraph 0043). The PHS rules are set based on analysis of a 
header field (paragraph 0032), and changes in the content of the packets (Abstract). 
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Regarding Claim 9, Lazarus teaches a method of determining a property of a data item 
and dynamically modifying the PHS rules, as described with regards to Claim 1 above. Further, 
Lazarus teaches that the steps are performed repeatedly during the life of a connection (Claim 3). 

Regarding Claim 10, Lazarus teaches an apparatus (abstract), which has a standard 
DOCSIS modem subsystem and a speculative PHS rule generator (equivalent to Applicant's 
processor) that dynamically adjusts the PHS rules, as described with regards to Claim 1 above. 

Regarding Claim 11, Lazarus teaches an apparatus (abstract) that dynamically modifies 
the PHS module, as described with regards to Claim 1 above. 

Regarding Claim 12, Lazarus teaches an apparatus (abstract) that dynamically sets the 
PHS module, as described with regards to Claim 2 above. 

Regarding Claim 13, Lazarus teaches a method where the PHS rules are dynamically 
modified if the property of the data item is greater than a threshold value, as described with 
regards to Claim 3 above. 

Regarding Claim 14, Lazarus teaches a method of comparing the property of the data 
item (voice payload length) to the threshold value allowed by the codec (paragraph 0036). 

Regarding Claim 18, Lazarus teaches an apparatus (abstract) that dynamically modifies 
a property of a data item in relation to an analysis of a header and a content of said data item, as 
described with regards to Claim 8 above. 

Regarding Claim 19, Lazarus discloses an apparatus comprising a modem; specifically, 
a standard DOCSIS modem subsystem (Figure 3). 

Regarding Claim 20, Lazarus discloses an apparatus comprising a cable modem (Figure 
3, item 10). 



Application/Control Number: 10/673,924 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2609 

Regarding Claim 21, Lazarus discloses an apparatus comprising a cable modem 
termination system (Figure 4, item 14). 

Regarding Claim 25, Lazarus discloses a cable modem, which is a machine-readable 
medium with a stored set of instructions that, when executed, determine a characteristic of a data 
item to be transferred, selectively suppressing a portion of a packet header based on the 
characteristic, and repeating the determining and the selectively suppressing, as described with 
regards to Claims 1 and 9 above. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



4. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 . 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 
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5. Claims 6, 7, 16, 17, and 26 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lazarus as applied to claims 1,10 and 25, and further in view of Geiger et al (United States 
Patent 5,987,022), hereinafter Geiger. 

Regarding Claim 6, Lazarus teaches all of the limitations of Claim 1, as described 
above. However, Lazarus does not teach dynamically suppressing a static portion of an 
acknowledgment packet. In the same field of endeavor, Geiger teaches the removal/compression 
(equivalent to Applicant's suppression) of redundant or static information from a TCP 
acknowledgment (column 3, lines 42-63). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to combine the acknowledgment compression taught in Geiger 
with the method taught in Lazarus in order to conserve network resources. 

Regarding Claim 7, Lazarus and Geiger teach all of the limitations of Claim 6, as 
describe above. However, Lazarus does not teach restoring the suppressed static portion of the 
acknowledgment packet. In the same field of endeavor, Geiger teaches the re-construction 
(restoration) of the acknowledgment (column 3 lines 42-63). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the acknowledgment 
compression taught in Geiger with the method taught in Lazarus in order to conserve network 
resources. 

Regarding Claim 16, Lazarus teaches all of the limitations of Claim 10 above. 
However, Lazarus does not teach the processor suppressing a static portion of an 
acknowledgment packet. In the same field of endeavor, Geiger teaches the removal/compression 
of redundant or static information from a TCP acknowledgment, as discussed with regards to 
Claim 6 above. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
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invention to combine the acknowledgment compression taught in Geiger with the method taught 
in Lazarus in order to conserve network resources. 

Regarding Claim 17, Lazarus and Geiger teach all of the limitations of Claim 16, as 
describe above. However, Lazarus does not teach the processor rebuilding the suppressed static 
portion of the acknowledgment packet. In the same field of endeavor, Geiger teaches the re- 
construction (rebuilding) of the acknowledgment, as described with regards to Claim 7 above. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the acknowledgment compression taught in Geiger with the method taught in Lazarus 
in order to conserve network resources. 

Regarding Claim 26, Lazarus teaches all of the limitations of Claim 25 above. 
However, Lazarus does not teach the portion of the header being a portion of an 
acknowledgment packet. In the same field of endeavor, Geiger teaches the removal/compression 
of redundant or static information from a TCP acknowledgment, as discussed with regards to 
Claim 6 above. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the acknowledgment compression taught in Geiger with the method taught 
in Lazarus in order to conserve network resources. 

6. Claims 5, 15, and 27 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lazarus 
as applied to claims 1, 10, and 25 above, and further in view of Sugawara (United States Patent 
5,638,360). 

Regarding Claim 5, Lazarus teaches all of the limitations of Claim 1 above. Further, 
Lazarus teaches the dynamic modification of the PHS module as discussed above with regards to 
Claim 9. However, Lazarus does not teach the comparison of a size of a data item to a data 
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transfer window size. In the same field of endeavor, Sugawara teaches a window size 
comparator which "compares the supplied output data with a window size value" (column 3, 
lines 61-65). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the data window size comparison taught in Sugawara with the method 
taught in Lazarus in order to measure cell rates simultaneously with a plurality of sliding i 
windows using a single circuit. 

Regarding Claim 15, Lazarus teaches all of the limitations of Claim 10 above. Further, 
Lazarus teaches an apparatus that performs the dynamic modification of the PHS module. 
However, Lazarus does not teach the comparison of a size of a data item to a data transfer 
window size. In the same field of endeavor, Sugawara teaches a window size comparison, as 
described with regards to claim 5 above. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to combine the data window size comparison taught in 
Sugawara with the method taught in Lazarus in order to measure cell rates simultaneously with a 
plurality of sliding windows using a single circuit. 

Regarding Claim 27, Lazarus teaches all of the limitations of Claim 25 above. Further, 
Lazarus teaches a machine-readable medium that performs the dynamic modification of the PHS 
module. However, Lazarus does not teach the comparison of a size of a data item to a data 
transfer window size. In the same field of endeavor, Sugawara teaches a data window size 
comparison, as described with regards to claim 5 above. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the data window size comparison 
taught in Sugawara with the method taught in Lazarus in order to measure cell rates 
simultaneously with a plurality of sliding windows using a single circuit. 
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7. Claims 22 and 23 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lazarus in 
view of Osier et al (United States Patent 6,038,222). 

Regarding Claim 22, Lazarus teaches a modem, as well as the processor that does all of 
that stuff, but does not teach a modem containing DRAM. In the same field of endeavor, Osier 
teaches modem hardware 20 with DRAM included (column 4, lines 33-41). It would have been 
obvious to combine the modem with DRAM taught in Osier with the modem taught in Lazarus 
in order to minimize the amount of hardware needed per bit of memory. DRAM only requires 
one transistor and one capacitor for each stored bit. 

Regarding Claim 23, Lazarus and Osier teach all of the limitations of Claim 22, as 
described above. Further, Lazarus teaches a modem that dynamically sets a PHS module, as 
described with regards to Claim 2 above. 

8. Claim 24 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lazarus in view of 
Osier, as applied to Claim 22 above, and further in view of Geiger. Lazarus and Osier teach all 
of the limitations of Claim 22, as described above. However, the references do not teach 
dynamically suppressing a static portion of an acknowledgment packet. In the same field of 
endeavor, Geiger teaches the suppression of the static portion of an acknowledgment packet, as 
described with regards to claim 6 above. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to combine the acknowledgment compression taught in Geiger 
with the modem taught in Lazarus, as modified above, in order to conserve network resources. 



Conclusion 



Application/Control Number: 10/673,924 



Page 10 



Art Unit: 2609 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andrew Chriss whose telephone number is 571-272-1774. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 7:30 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Garber can be reached on 571-270-1202. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Andrew Chriss 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2609 
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